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© Preface 9 . ;

In the early spring of 1973, the EOPS ‘staff of, the Community College '
Chancellor's Office askedithd members of the Northefn Califbrnia Community
College Research Group to develop and ffeld test a "Cost Effectivehesq Study"

. related to the EOPS programs funded .through Senate Bill No. 164, 1969)- (EOPS -
. "
\

-~

Special Project No. 73- 102) At the same time they allocated funds for the

" "Development of EOPS Data d%llecting and Transmittal Forms for State-wide * ©
Use3ﬁ5{EOP§ Special Project No. 73-101). It soon became evident that the

two projects were closely interrelated, and that in fact, the "Cost Effective- '
W . . - ]

.

ness" project could not be compléted without the standardized data which ' .

M 4

_ was being developed through the other project. . ) g
The Nor Cal Research Group sponsored the Cost Effectiveness Project in

its first year when Walter Brooks of Shasta College served as the l973 74

. 3

Project Director and Shasta College as fiscal agent, Walter Brooks filed '
a'}rogress Report entitled "Extended‘Opportunity Programs and Services, Cost .
Effectiveness Study” dnd requested fefunding for 1974~75, in order 23 make

ugse of the'staterwide data bage made possible"through'the completion of’data_ )

forms developed by Special Project No. 73-101 with the data\io.be col{ected by
) — /
the Chancellor 8 0ffice during the 1974~ 75 year. The request was>approved and™~

a second year grant ,was, made to continue to develop, refine, and validste

the procedures by which the EOPS cost effectiveness’ standards model developed
in 1973-74 will be implemented:" o . T ] ) K,

¢ 4 - \~

The first two purposes, to devef%p aﬁd refine the procedures have been
~N

accomplished and a cost effectiveness formula has’ been. developed. The third

P
P b - ) ~—~

purpose "to validate the' procedures," has not been possible because the pro-
R ¢ .

cessing of the data collection was delayed by the Chancellor 8 Office staff

when concern ovet the confidentiality of the student s records was raieed by
3 [ AN -t

the pasging of the Buckley Amendment by the United States Congress. " e
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_» The project participants are comfortable with the work which they have

done, but tﬁéy elso realize that no formula, no matter how cérefully de-

«vised, should be éut ingg state-wide use without running a pilot test on it

f}rst: This we, have not been abie to do by the time the p}ojéct had to be

. completed and filed. If tﬁe outcome of this report is to be implemented, it

is eritical thaq\% pildt test actually be conducted to decide if "weightings"

are required in t e'fo:ﬁrla_and to {dentify and obviate difficulties that
might be encountered iﬁkimplemented'first onf;‘ékate-wide basis.

The Nor Cal Research Group agreed toq:b;tinue t;‘bponsor the Cost
Effeétiveness Study in 15]4-75 and éoigmbi; College, in 1ieg of Shasta.Cdllege,

. \ .

accepté;*:;;ponglbility for fiscal control. The Nor Cal Research G@%up asked
.Lorineé Aughinbaugh, American RiQer College, to.serve as project dirgctor ‘
durihg the seco;d,;L (1974;75) of the project. ‘ 5 '/ -

_ As is‘the case with'mogt_gnoupléffbrté all participantghmé&e valuable -
contributio;s;_however, aigpecial wo;d of gpﬁreciation should befgiven to the
foIibwing: Frances Munson for her patience as we rgquegted d:pgl after draft
copy of the maté;ials we were developihg;. to Dr. L;ncé Rogers for .his mathe:
.matical knok-how; to Dr. Paul Preising for hislgéil;ty to feddce\the mathe-
matical concepts to logipa;,rati;nalg; and to”br. Alfred SilQera for his

;ability to reduce what we were E;ying to séy to precise, meaningful language.

Lorggzi;;;;ianpgh
Project Director o




v s - . KR ~°
. b; )‘» “i' t .
P ol [ - ., -4 .
) ) Scope and Recommendations -
$n the process of develop&ng the gu%delines (1973-74) and procedures to
nt

implement a cost effectiVeness formula (1974- 75), the profect, committee has”

~
- - Ao

found it necessary to expand ‘the, §cope of its effort int6 program elements as

-7
well as/the development‘of,a“kelatively specif;c formula detailed in the

following chapters in this report“

v > - i = ~
Therefore, two sets of recommendations have been develoﬁéd: one to im-

plemient the cost effectiveness formula; the other to metrge the forfula with

7] - - .
EOPS master planning and program development so that needed services can.be
. . - e
delivered in a cost effective manne&. . ) .
. . ’ . ’ E S .
A, Recommendations.to Implement_the Cost Effectiveness Formula

* The cost effectiveness formula is a theoretical construct, or model
at this time and should\not bq/applied without field testing for

validation Therefore, we recommend that:

»

1, The l974-75'data_related to the eleven colleges, which participated

in the second phase (1974-75) of the Cost Effectiveness Project,,
be used on a pilot basis to develop hypothetical allocations for

these colleges for 1975-76. These hypothetical figures should

lthen be comﬁared to the actual allocations made to these colleges .

.
- ’,

for 1975-76 to determine the extent to which their current al-

LI L

14

locations would have been affected. ‘This comparison should pro-

vide a basis for decisions about th¢' "weighting" of the in-
- * ] N / , &
_dividual formlila items which might be needed. S

]
7

2. The cost effgctiveness formula be implemented only after the

1,
first recommgndation is completed. ) Yo

. . N - P
i - ? . 4

and format for EOPS Forms No. 1 and No. 2; theréfofe; these should

- 2

. - .
L4 . f

. [ 4 . -
be carefully reviewed prior, to the revision 6f the software neces-
. . .

i :’ M

3. Many qdesti ns have come from the field regadhing the instructions




.

gary to implement 4he new Cost ‘Analysis Format as developed in

. Product I. B oL, - -

-

4, Careful consideration be given to the implementation of the total

SAF formula; however, the EOPS staff of the California Community
’ , .

Colleges Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee

[

- must determine what percentage of the total FOPS allocation

.

formuIa should be based upon the cost effectiveness component.

before the'total SAF formula can be effectively implemented

[ . -

3, The revised BOPS Porm No. 3, and .the #nstrictions, should be._

.
. -~

“ distributed to all EOPS Grant Colleges.ds soon as possible.

1
c._ s

N

G eral Recommendations on Planning and Program Develbpment

l? implement'tbe‘formula and use it effectivelyt we recommend

E

that" tbe following tasks be undertaken as quickly as possible.

. ©

1. Deve&op and implement an application prbcedure which maximizes

the ability of ‘the state t? assess "the pfbgram)by cost effec-

tiveness and at the same time enables ‘the applicant college to
aésgss its project by cost effectiveness.

Gather and analyze comparative cost data relative to EOPS pro-

grams and diLseminate these data to participating cdlleges, the
‘ o= \ A v 7 .
S . : ,
Board of Governors, the Legislature and other interested parties.
X ‘ -

Upon request of. individual-community colleges providé on-site

. € . , ’
consultants and/or technical assistants drawn from state EOPS

. .

staff, or selected field people, to assist colleges in developipg
cost effective pregrams which mee€ both local and.state EOPS

. ¢

4

olgjectives.

Develop intensive in-serviceltraining activities to foetet

" - . .

understanding ‘and skill in the usé¢ of the EOP9 Forms 1, 2 and 3

’
. ?

which are: the basis upon whiph the cost effectiveness formula hag

"
> .

- -

_vi_




<1,

been developed.

- C.  Recommendations for future development.
- . - T Pl - -~

. | .
- The following tasks are itéms 1.5, 1.6, 1.8, and 1.9 ffom the: pro-
gresg report for 1973-74 on cost effectiveness,. They are still
seen as valuable adjuncts to what has7been accomplighed to date.

-1 ﬁevelop'a method by which the uniqueness 6f a college program
can be identified and assessed s6 that innovative approaches
‘ [
can be recognized. % ;; o
) 3 . R
‘. 2, Develop ways in which colleges which support .the EOPS program

134

with substantial district commitment evidenced by institution-

i e 4

alization of services and adequateéginances, faculties, and

. - staffing will be récognized. ' - '

4

N . . 3. bevelop a review ptpcedure which allows adequate review in
N SN
terms of (1) time, (2) depth, (3) orientation of reviewers, '
.and .(4) expertise'of review teams.

. 4, Develop weysﬂby which ongoing EOPS programs cqn be monitored by

A &

ebalueting teams, made up of field people and C%ancellbr's staff
’ - Co 8 :
, : (similar to COPES-visitation), who will make ‘periodic visits and

assess sttengths 3Md weaknesses and make recommendation.
- - ) .
L 2

-vii- ’ -
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. } / ‘Chapter One

. s !

. LR .
. DEVELOPMENZ OF PROCEDURES TO IMPLEMENT EOPS COST EFFECTIVENESS
SYANDARDS 'MODEL AND CONTINUED EVALUATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY

SELECTED GOMMUNITY COLLEGES DURING THE 1974-75 ASRDEMIC YEAR

v

INTRODUCTION

On July 15, 1974, repreéentatives from fourteen collegés were invited
4
\ to participa€§xin the second year of' the Cost Effectiveness Study. A1l of
- N ' ‘. .

those inviteq‘had participated in either the Forms Development Project

. . L. ’ - - ’

(EOPS Special Project No..73-101) or the ‘first year Cost'Effectivenéss

L e

: ™ ‘ . .
.Study (EOPS Special Project No. 73-102), and were aware of the progress made

«° -

‘and the goals which had been set for the currernt year. Affer reviewing

a copy of the project, (see Appendix A), thirteen 6% the fourteen colleges_

L, et { ~

ah;eed to continue their participation. El Camino College was over-commifted T

. .7
( i

and regretted their inability to continue:

-
.

. 3 The first two day workshop wds- set for October 12-13, 1974. Unfortunate-

~ .

% : . , . S
ly,. two other colleges, Los, Angeles’City College 'and Sacramento City College,

were unable to attend the first workshbp. As half of the workshoﬁ.timeléas

. O . a

expended in thé first meeting, they were dfoppedtfrom«the project at that

- - , L

time. - . _ .
Eleven c?mmﬁnityvcolleges participated thrduéhout the year, and as it
turned out the repre;entatives fro%‘several of thgm devoted as many ;8 six
' weekends beyond the three scheduled workshopa;‘ These*colleges inéluded |
American River College, Butée College, Coiumbia Colleée, Cbsumnes Rivyer ' . o ;
College, Laney Colleée, range Coast Colleée; City Qol%ege of San Francisc;,
San Jose City College, Santa Barbara City‘Collége, Sgpta Rosa College, QQS

. I d .
Shasta College. There were eighteen representatives from the eleven colleges .

,with the following types of job assignment: EOPS Director, Financial Aid ¥:> )

Officer, Administrative Dean—- Studenf Services, Accountant, Tutoring: Center .o

Coordinator, Counselof, and” Research Director. ) ’ ;

L] .
! . -i— ' ' : 3

‘_ . , r ., ‘ 10 /' o

Y
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Representation from %he Chancellor's Office was provided by Ralph

Matthews, Don Richardson ér Kay Durkee, at the three scheduled workshops-

During Ehe préigct yéar, the partigiaanﬁs developed ghe following ~
products: ; . ., . ‘
-~ ) r~ °. . *

T _Improved Cost Analysis format for.;hg Data Processing geport
‘needed By (a) indi‘idual scgaolé to assess the scope, cost and

success of their programs,'(b) the Chancéllbr's Office to N

.

compute -the Cost hffecciveness’data for each college.

Ed

2. Formula for deterpining Cost Effectiveness of individual college

-

programs.

* 3. Proposed State Allocation Férmula.

4. Revised Data Form Np. 3‘(ﬁeéded to

]

-
v

céllect the individual

institutional défa needed for implementatioh of Product No. II).

.

~

-
-

ﬁqcﬁ of the four products above is explained in detail op the following

pages.
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. : ' : " Chapter Two
.. . . £ ,
. -~ \
! , Product 1 ’ ] -

Improved Format for‘the Cost Analysis Data Processing Report

S
\, N

Development - j . . -
NI During the first Project Year, a data processing program had_been

" written by Jerry Sty%;aJ’Los Rios Community College District for use with

- ‘ EOPS Forms No. 1 and No. 2. A test run had been made on the data coliected

: — .
¢—7———=——-ﬁ?“fﬁETve—o;—the colleges-participating in the Forms Development Proj?kt.

\}hese data, plus a revised "cost analysis report form" developed by

Walter Brooks at Shasta College, were the elements used by the participants ‘ 3

at “the first workshop an October 12-13 1975,

)

-~

. The group of sixteen divided into six sub-groups (Administration Re-
. . {
cruitment, Tutorial, Counseling, Financial Aid Work Study and Other) to

study the costJdata gathered by the pilot schools in 1973-74. Each group

wag to develop ranges of scope and cost based upon these data and then tr
LN , i . < L4 :
to develop tentative cost standards. These dafa would then be compared with

-

N

¢ ‘the aciual data from Fall 1974, as soon as the data were available from the: -

_ Chancellor's Office in February, 197§.V The reports. from each sub-committee

are included as Appendix B.

The proposed ‘cost analysis format presented by Walter Brooks was dis~-

" cussed briefly. Each representative was asked to review it carefully and
x * ) EE N '
send comments to the project director bv MNovember 1, 1974, Based upon this K —_—

review, a second draft of the "Cost Analvsis" fornzt was prepared for pre-

sentation at the March 15, 1975 workshop. o ' L /

L

Following the review of the sub-committee reports at the aeéond work~
shop, the revised Cost 'Analysis "Format wés thoroughly reviewed by each sub- 2
committee and approved by the group as a wnole. ‘The final format, a result

1]
- L. N . . o »

of g§his discussion and review, is to be used to develop much of the individual

"
- ’ ’ .
' »3- v

N N .
. ' /




college <data, for the Cqst Fffectiveness Formula.

A

~

"The representativeufrom each pilot college hAd also submitted, as

AL .

requested the cost daggbfrom each colleges l973*74 final report (EOPS
qum No. 7) as it related to the number of students served, This information«'
; was coIlated and ready for presentation at', the'March lS 19758 workshoﬁ 'The.

-

original intent had ‘been’ to compare thqse data to that for Fall 1974 for the

sameI?ahools, to' détermfhe if there had been cost changes in the ‘;
o P ; L
yearls time. As the\data were not yet’read the Chéﬁcellol 8 Office for
Fall l974 this was, of course, impossihle to d9. However,.the material was

N \ 1

studied for comparative costs between the pilot colleges and is ffled as'
) ¢ N L
Appendi* C. o :
— : i

J,Si@ificance o s ST -
N The Cbst Analysis Format provides individual college data by'program

category (Tutorial Counseling, é%c ). This information should, enable each
college to review the cost per EOPS student by program category for the priot
yearaand to compare these data to the average cost per student for all colleges
for each program category. \

LS
L4

The Cost Analysis Format also provides summary data which is to be used.

e [ N B A .

by the Chancellor's Office to develop the Cost Effectiveness Formula for each .

participating college. - The instructions'for the use of the Cost Analysis Format

-

are given under the heading Instructions and Source of .Data for-each factor in

-

the formula. “(Sen pages 10 through lB}

%

. Product I the final Cost Analysis Format was unanimously. approved by
. ‘ -~
the workshop participants on March 15 1975 and is presented on the following

.
~

pages @
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. The BOPS State AlLocation Formula developed by the Coet Bffectiveness

Project participants is cOmposed'of two concepts' T, ) e

. o v .
. .
- .J . A M

1. The cost effectiveﬁess of a given college s program. rr

.
...
.

"2 The need of lqw income, disadvantaged students found in the college

service area. : . ! ' L. i "
- 3 ) - » . . PR ;: N ,:{:"l‘ -
; The firstdidea, cost effectiveness (E), must be calculated fofﬂbotn‘first
time EOPS-students (FT) and for continuing EOPS students/(Ct). {Product II>,
. 1 oW

- The second idea, need (N), nust be iudged against the potential pool’. of
- students' in the service area, thE ‘cost of living index ‘for_the general geo- -
graphic area, and other special factors (X) to be determined by the.Chan«’

‘ cellor 8 Office. .

2y . . - - ~
. L3 . . . Lr

These’ two ideas,; when combined, produce the groposed State Allocation
-Formula.  (Product’ fII) o

Yo d P . S

It is anticipazgd that the percentages allocated to each component of the”
SAF formula, E, N, and X; should be determined by the FOPS Advisory Com-

. mittee and the EbPS staff of thg Chancellor's Office ‘on an annual basis: For

the purposes of this study,’ 3OZLhas been used for the cost effectiveness ,
component (E) and 70Z has been tised for need, plus special factors intro-
duced by the BOPS staff of the-Chancellor s Office.’ U - P .

The following pages explain the rationale: foz each item selected, pro~
" vide the formula for determining the value of the item, and give instruc-

“tions to colleges and recommendations ' to the California Community Colleges )
4ipancellor 8 Office when necessary. &7 . \ ;
. ’ *
The final-pages combiné all factors into a proposed State Allocation
Formula (SAF)' VAR . L. , S
/ .
S ;
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T ! Chapter Three : .
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v ~Factors in the Cost Effectiveness Component '
» P - ’ > ' * - N ) rH
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- . For E; First Time EOPS -Students P ST
. -+*. Ry" , Retentdon b ' -
PR v . ’ B
. { o . e e e
' ety 7 c Creaming . , - .
A . , LI - & - ) -
2 U  .Units completed D .
- - < o, - . ’ o ’ ' -
- . , FIR First time student ratio - e
- - .. » A 3 . - K
3 -~ . . . : 3 3 - , . R

« . * IS
B

Retention
Goal 'éomp'letion

Units completed y Co i

1
CtR Continuing student ratio
4 \ . - -
E=E + E or Cost Effectiveness
) - . o - ’
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y

;
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Each of these factors

, ™

dre detailed on. the following p;ges (10 - 18).°
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Factor R «Retention -
~ 2
A.. Rationale .
ot

He-hypothesize that the first time EOPS student retention rate will

not be ag Migh as all _other students because we are dealing ‘with a

known opulation'selected'because they are high risk .and; tperefore,
are priesumed: to be less able academically vhen compared to the
typical" community coll?ge studént. T

.

Pyrther, we hypothesize that the retention rate-.of the, continuing
EOPS students will be higher than that of the first time.EOPS students’ ’
_because:* . . o

- P
- s

.
: . . . -

* 1.' The effects o/ the EOPS program’ components -“i e., services,
grants,. and grants and ‘services are designed to encourage
. . tetention, . oL . .
2. Those continuing aré survivors; however, we recognize tRat
despite all treatment, some EOPS students. will drop out.

" ‘Because of this lower drop out factor, the overall reten-
tion rate of the continuing EOPS student should be higher. -
‘Therefore, the retention rates of the two groups should be
geparated.

’

“We chose to use "all day students" because these data already are

available on almost all community college campuses.
We also ag¥ee that from a "purist"” viewpoint$i~t would be ‘more ac-
curate to use semester, or quarter, completioh rate for each period e
in which the student enrolled. However, from a practical standpoint,
the data are not available readily in this form at most community
colleges. Hence, we elected to use fall term data as a benchmark,
knowing that fall figures are generated for many state snd federal
. reports:

.
., . -

‘Formula  There is a need for two retention" factors (see above).
Rp = the ratio for fit'st time EOPS #nrollees

Retention ﬁate for first time EOPS students at College X
Retention Rate for all day students at College X

Rz = the ratio for all other EOPS enrollees .

Retention Raté for all other EQPS students at College X
Retention Raté for all day students at College X .

-

-

-10- :
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F} b

' Instructions and Source of Data -

t

1. To standardize the data used to compute Retention Ratés. .

Compute a. For numerator ‘use figures from Pall Brintout Pormat
(as shown B3'{Total category B for Students New to EOPS) - =
, below) €olumn. 1l minus. Column 2. {~- - . a

-
.

~.

Por‘denominator, ugse figures from Fall Printout For-~
i mt B3 - Column lo N

. » - e M € .
.

Compute b. ' For numerator, use figures from Fall Printout Pormat’

(as shown .- C3 (Total category C for Students Returning or Con-"

below) tinuing‘in EOPS) - Column 1 minus’ Column 2. ;.-
° For denominator, use figures from Fall Printout

Forﬂat C3 - Column 1. . ] -
- . . ‘

Compute c. - PFor numerator, use figures from Fall, final report

(as shown ° as reported on-Form 3. . )

. below)" . 7
For denominator, use figures from Fall f0urth wveek
as reported on Form 3. . . . :

Use the resulting figures in the formulae’ given in Section B,

-Pactor R.

To compute Retention Rates

o,
o ~ -t
A z
Lo -

a. Retention Rate used in numerator for R}

Total number new EOPS .students completing fall term at College X

Total number new EOPS students enrolled at star;rof fall term at

College X . DN :
.- $

Retention Rate used in numerator for R2 F;
Total number all other EOPS students completing fall term at:College X
Total number all other EOPS students enrolled at start of fall term
at- College X

r

Retention Rate used in denominator for R] and R2

* ) ~ ‘ b <
Total number all day students completing fall term at Coliege X
Total;pumber-.all day studenta enrolled”at start of fall tem at’
ébllege X

e h I
-

v

Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor’s office

- Y

None.
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Factor’ C Creaming Effect

A,

.

B',

¢
Ed

C.

hY

D.

v
® N - T
G, o r;' o

Rdtionale ) " - - .

This factor is. an index Qf the degtee té which EOPS project direc-
tors and peer counselors select students wiéh high risk of failure,
or below average ability to succeed: - Coliéges with high risk pop-
ulations are ‘given a higher effectiveness rating as compared to .
‘‘those who "greamed" their population and‘ae%ected he most able-
students, %t is the faeling of the committee tha this factor will
provide a measure of the overall academic background of the students
in the EOPS program and should negate creaming. . :

Fo:mula

. . ,
- s
- * v .

— . . "I 12 -
v Average grade level completed by st time 'EOPS students at
College X prior to college admission. {Consider 6 as minimum)

-

-

+ LN
,Instructions_and Source of Data
. '9 |“ - 4
For denominator uge average grade level completed by all new EOPS

" students from EOPS Form 1, item 18, ° . : -

2

Recomﬁendatioﬁs to California Community Collegeg Chancellor's Office

None.

21- . ’ -
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III, Pactér U  Units Completed oL . .

* A, Rationale
1 Cow o

This fatt6t~-easutes the ‘degree to Hhich the EO S students perform
; in terms of units conpleted as compired to all other students in .
- the college. We hypothesize that EOPS students will tend to com= - .
' plete as many, or more; units as compared 'to -all other students in e

the.college. EOPS programs whose students equal, or exceed, the
average units completed by all other 8 Eudents enrolled at the col-’

lege are given highet effectiveness ratings. . 4

Futthet, we hypothesize that continuing EOPS students will tend to
. : « have higher average unit completion rates as compared to first
- R yEat EOPS students hecause.
1. The effects of the EOPS progran components, i.e., services,
grants, and grants qnd services are designed to encoutage
: X . tetention. ’ N .
oot ’ 2. The contidutng students have been able.to survive with tga \
¢ assistance given them, and the total units completed b ;
N them should be higher tlan that of the first time EOPS “%‘_»,
student enrolled. Therefore, the units completed by first }g:%
‘ 5 time and all other EOPS students’ should be separated.
¢ ‘w#"
' We chose to use "all_day students" for fall because these data al-
ready are available on almost all community college campuses.

‘kg..

¥

B.. Formula .
- oo : 1. There is a need for two "units completed" factors (see
. ) . above)

<

a. Uj = Ratio for first time EO?S-entollees
Average number of units completed by first term EOPS
students in College X ,
= Average number of units’ completed by all day students
; ) in College X

]
! \\h . ) ‘b. U2 = Ratio for all other EOPS enrollees
o ) Average numbetr of units coupleted by all other than
' first time EOPS students in College'X
. . .- Average number of units completed by all day students
. N L College X - -~ .
. C. Ingtructions and Source of Daga - . ' . o8 .
: o " 1. Oniy day stidents for fall are to 'be used in these conpu-
;5 , tations. Include both full-time shd part-tinme. .
& v

2. To standardize the data used to compute Units Completed:

. =13~ . ' e

- : . o . ’
- X . -
S ' 2 ‘ v
. 4 -~ A
- ‘ ¢ - Vi
. ¥
. H * “ s .
JAFuitext provid: c




D [
.
- Compute a. For numerator, use figures from Fall Print-
, (as shown  out Format B3, Column 4, .
: above) -

. . For denominator, use figuree from Fall, final
. report as reported on Form.3.

\ - : Compute b, For numerator, use figures from Fall Print-
. . * (as shown out Format C3, Column 4,
“above), ‘ -
v \ . 7 _Por depominator, use figures from Fall, final
Y ‘ LY report as reported on Form 3. - «

‘'D. Recommendations to California Communi;y Colleyes Chancellor's Office

f

We recommend that:

A\l

Id

1, 3 be revised 80 as to get the average number of units:
leted by all day students for fall semester, or quarter,
. from each college’ .
» o o ® - 2. Fall data only be used as the basia for ‘this comparison.

‘ * Although the Chancellor's Office collects data on an annual
basis, college reporta are normally prepared for a semester,
or quarter, at a'time, Actual completion of .units per -
aemester, or quarter, would .be obscured if cumulative urits
were used for ‘a year 's period. ) '

»
- ‘ 3. Any student who atarta an EOPS program during the summer
. ) to be counted as having started in fall with. regard to co-
) efficient U) - 80 as not to lose these students from the
total EOPS student tally. ¢ —

~
» . » . - ’
»
o ’
.
*
) A}
. . ’
1
¢ * :
] Y
L)
+
ot -
-
L .
V)
. /
. é
4
! 33
v 4
P
=
* -
5
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N
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‘IV. Pactor FIR -Re;io of first time EOPS'Eo Total EOPS

’

As Rationale | . ..

The;EOPS legislation was written so as to give priority to first
time EOPS students. ' Once a student started in college, it is
¢ assumed ‘that other types of financial assistande such as CWS and
, other grant programs can be used ;o supplement student funds. The
‘inclusion of this factor will.cause EOPS -‘program directors to con-
. tinue to’bring new students into the program. Additionally,‘EOPS
programs with increasing student enrollments will be favored by
this factor, since they will have a better chance for acquiring
R} higher percentage of first timé\EOPS students.
\ ' v
It -ahould be noted that programs which ellow con)tinuk EOPS stu-.~
v . dents to drop will be phnalized by factor-R since they will also
have a low retention rate.\ Factor CtR will also' be effecped that
is, the. greater the number of continuing students, the higher factor

j l. CtR will beo [} N

B. Formula SIS . S
Y - Lo )
) FTR'—Nunber of first timeé EOPS students in program at Gollegé X
%] ~Total mumber of studentg in EOPS program at College X, ay
y C.- Ingtructions and Source of Data . oo

For numerator, use Fall Printout Format B3, Column 1,

b \

’ For denominator, use Fall Printout Format.A3, Column 1.

L '
D. Recommendations to Gelifornia Community Colleges Chancellor 8
Office
None. - " -
L . v ) ) )

~15~ o ' y .
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LR

ety

v.

7

A,

" required to help them neet their,goals. The college that brings :

D.

"~ None, , ’

. . . , ’
Factor CtR * Ratio of Continuing EOPS to Total EOPS

c ‘

i

2 6.’
Rationale  _ | - . —
- ! )

Although the EOPS legialation places an emphasis on recruitment
of first time EOPS students, the total intent of the program is
to interest as many. disadvantaged low income students as poeﬂihle
in college, and provide whatever aid, financial or services’, is
in first time EOPS students will benefit fron Factor PTR. The
college that naidfaina,its enrollment of both continuing and former

EOPS -students until they have reached their goals wili benefit from

Factor CtR. | ‘, ‘

. Formula N ’,' . , .

b
Nunbcr of all other-than firat time EOPS etudents in program

CtR, = at College X P
- Total Jhumber oﬁ students in EOPS program at College X

Instructions and Sourée of Data

. J ’
"1. All/students who entered’the gollege as EOPS students and aré
stiill) enrolled--either as continuing EOPS studenta or as former

EOP tudents-should be counted. "

i

. For numerator, use Fall Printout Format C3, Column 1l.plus D1, -

Column 1. .
-Por denominator, use Fall Printout\Pormat A3, Column 1 plus Dl,
Column 1. )

2. Ct + FT (Continuing EOPS Total + First time EOPS, Total = Total
Total 7of all EOPS studenta in College X)¥ :

)

| ’
N

-

~

R M&(m R TV

CtR and FIR are ratioe° therefore, as an arithnetical check the
sum of CtR and FTR nhould equal one, . .

a
14

& e

N
-t

Y

.. Lo Y *
Leh anrJt»%»\-& "{"»‘i <t ﬁ?'sﬁr'\‘"'mwmr-w-.mh
. R e T i
¥
-
o
)

N
(J41
&

Recommendations to d&iifornia Community Colleges | Chancellor s Office -

s\



VI. Pactor G

A.

¥,

-

c.

- Dl

. students who are enrolled during the year.

3 .
Goal Completion ' ' s N

’ . M . — . P

Mdmﬂe . - . B N

. A
Thh ge data will be genérated on both continuing .and’ former EOPS
This factor measures s
the extent to which EOPS students at College X do in fact attain

thelr goalss The‘greater percent of thoge who achieve their goals
the higher the effectiveness of the program.

("'C" below). . e
| v RS
Formula C '

‘& _ Number of EOPS students who completed stated goai'during;year'

, Total nymbér of EOPS students in program at College X-’that

-

' inus first time EOPﬁwénrolleehﬁ q'vfr" .
,‘ . ’*~ '&} ¥ . . “_ .", . . ’
Instructions and Source of‘Daf? - .

1.

-

The number of EOPS students who completed stated goal during
year ig the sum of :columns 5 (certificates), 6 (AA degrees), 7

None. -

. (transfer), and 8 (employéd) from the-printout format summarizZing
* the data from Form 1 and Form 2. "

2. For numerator, use Fall Printout Format C3, Columns 5 6 7 8
plus D1, Columns 5, 6 .7, apd 8. .

i

3. For denominator, use’ Fall Printout Format C3, Column 1, minus

v

B3, Column 1. : s e

Recommenaations to California Community Colleges Chanc&llor's Office
. i ’ . ’ ’

-~ i’/ P -
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Pacter E Combination of Factors to Develop Cost Effecti\'reneas Pormula - :

- )

. A Racionale . ST , ' R

. , No single factot w:lll indicate the cost effectiveness of a college
. -, EOPS program. 'All factors previously discussed.(pages 10 to 17) must v
C " be combined. Zs the progi'am deals with both new students and all
other EOPS. students, both elements mist be treated, and treated .
“ ' separately. We believe first time FOPS and Continuing EOPS students .
, ‘ are equally important; hence, Ej and Ej in the fotumla below are' <.

weighted equally. ] F

. B« Fotnmla S . ,
L AL A . ' ce ' ; . #
El = Effectiveness Ratio for fitst time EOPS students or the product 5

" of (R1) (C). (01) (FTR) - : . ' -5

- . Ex = Effectiveness Ratio for- all other EOPS students or the product .
: + of (Rz) (Uz) (G) lCtR) ‘ . o

.

Therefore, £, + Ep° = ‘Ptqghct II, or E (Total Cost Effectiveness) -
C.: Instructicys and Source of Data. 3 .
Self;eiplenatory. - v LA ' ' o

[ . . ey

' #  D.- Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office

We recommend that: . - . A
- . ) — 4 - .

E represent 30% of ithé& total dollar allocation to College X . «

. - «

-~




) ’ ’ Chapter Four = -
f ' ’ “ Product 111

Product III - Proposed State Allocation Formula combines Product 11 Cost’

FEfectiveness (B) with Need (N) and Special Factors X). : .

Factors,’h the Need (N) component include:

Y

Lo . Réquested -Service Level ,
P Potential Pool ! SR ' L \\
I Cost. of iiying Index B : . ,
’I‘herefdre N 6Ne;d) = the product of (L) (P) (I)

Factors in the Special Factors (X) component will be determined by the EOPS
. staff in the Chancellor's Office. .

As explained in the ingroduction to the development of Products II and III,
the percentages used for each component of the SAF Formula should be determined
by the FOPS staff of the Chancellor's Office and the EOPS Advisory Committee
on an annegi basis. For this study, 70% has been used for the Need;Component
(N) plus th pecial Factors Component X). ;

-19-




,

¢ I Factor L 'Requested Service Level

. f
A. Rationale o

L »

Each college annually expresses the need which it has to serve
potential and identified EOPS students. This factor then js a
measure of the requested service level for College X for the

) . * ~ following year. This factor is included to insure maintenance
¢ or expansion of current programs., g
" /B. . Formula

<
-‘ﬁgmber of EOPS students for whom College X requests funds
= Average number of EOPS students served by College X in'past
.three years :

.

-
c. Iﬁatructions and Source of Data )
1. Por numerator, usé College X's request on new application for
funds in the formula.
l
2. PFor denominater, nae the average.nunber of unduplicated EOPS )
_students College X reported serving on the last three annual EOPS
Form 7 reports filed. (The final claim report.) -
D. Recommendations to California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office-
- None.
- v [
Py
' ‘,‘-
)\W. 4
o o . ‘
~20- ' o o~




- v B E 2

-

11. “Factot P = Potential EOPS Pbol .

A ¢ Rationale
Factor P measures the ratio of the actual number of EOPS students
N served by College X to the number of potential EOPS students in
N service area of College X. - .

Al

: e He believe‘that colleges that have the highest need for EOPS funds
N ] are. those-that have the highest ratio” of actual EOPS students to be
’ ‘served divided by potential EOPS stndentg‘to be served. If the facto
. P s handled ma:hematically as defined it will have too severe an
- . . effect on the need.component of the State Allocation Formula. there-
s " . . fore, We propose gofteping this effect by ranking all factor P's from
T . highest to lowest, dividing the resulting list into quartiles, and
oL i assigning a numerical value for each quartile, such as 1.1, 1.2, 1.3,
! -« 7 and’l, 418 The quartile containing highest P's will receive the lowest
"+ . - numerical value. - ) _ .. . R:

L2}

kd

[y

o B Fo%mularj A o .

< T Total numbef of persons served during priorjgear by EOPS

. p i at College X - - v
, T .Total numbér of potential EOPS,students,in gervice area
. . of College X
: s

c. instructions and Source of Data

1. For numerator, use data filed by college for prior year on
. Form 7. "Prior yéar" refers to the fiscal year (July 1 - .June 30)
- completed prior to the filing of the new application and. should
C.. * 4include ‘summer’ as well as fall and spring semesters or fall,
winter and spring quarters.

* ' 2. For denominator, use the 1970 census tract data for persons not
s employed and not in school, 2ge 16-21 to determine consistently
..+ the potential pool of persons requiring service. As the same
s T :_data are not availldble for persons aged.21-24, the age range
e + into which many EOPS students fall, the known number should be
a . ., .multiplied by 2. . .

’l

D. Recommendations te California Community Cblleges Chancellor's Office

— ’

We recommend that: Cey - ' .

. e ' ‘ ;ﬁ The California Community Colleges Chancellor 8, Office ff" -
-, T prepare' the EOPS Student Data Pool for each community college .
‘ L -- district as‘“recommended under the rationale for Factor, P.

(3

- ‘. 2. In the case of multiple campus districts, the California Com-

: .. ‘'munity Cslleges Chancellor's Office, with district and college
staff, will assign census tract numbers to €ach district. The

- district will assign tho census tracts to the colleges within .
the distt

‘i

e2-.
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P
- -

1.

4.

- . e,
_r:'{i‘ y T
A e

o
Any district qr:
total ‘ir’cases where

detrimental. |

-

i

~

#

.

o

5 ) )
~college may protest the doubling of the 16-21 °.
hey can prove that this approach is .

The California Comunity Colleges Chancellor's Office ,éonta:cc
the Demographic Section of the California State Department of
Finance to determine if their annual projections on population - !

growth for each district could be used to.estimate the "potential

pool'~more accurately than the recommended u
16-21 year clds given in C2,

| data -on the-
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LA

e o£-1970 census
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III..

. . .
Factdr 1 Cost of Living Index :
A. Rationale R ’ ,

t ' H
Sifice there is a slight difference in the cost per year per
student to attend a metropolitan college as contrasted with a
rural colldge, and these figures are available, :they ébould be

. . \\, .
B, Formula . . > ’ €
. ] Q%
1 - Cost of Living Index for college geographic-area L

~ Cost of Living Index for state as ‘a whole

0
' - ‘;29
. % .

C 'Instructions and Source of Data ‘

Annually use the California Cost of living Index as of Deceiber,

x;»

prior to filing of mew EOPS application. . . Z
- Ef:“‘
D. Reconnnendacions to Califbrnia Community Colleges Chancellor' s;%ﬁ
Office ’ g:s
- , g)é
‘We recormend’ that. ' -f';,

J -
"14}»\ 7

1. The Chancellor's Office supply the above data for each college'
each year based upon the geographic area in which the college

. functions.

- . - ]
M L4

2. Thj.s factor be used as a correctional factor for N. ‘The
higher the cost of living index in the college area, the grea@er
the increase in the correction on the Need Component.

=239 '
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Faétor'Q Combination of Factors to Develop:Need Pormula

<

A. Rationale N,
. 7 o e

) No single factor will indicatd the need of a college for EOPS

L. agsistance, All factors previously discussed (pages 20 to 23)

. must be comPined. As the need expressed by eseh collége is

affected by the requésted level of gervice, the potential pool of

students to be served, the cost of living index for the area as

i s " well as special factors developed by the EOPS staff, all elements
. . mugt be treated and treated separately, We believe the factors L,
’ , P, and I are of equal importancé and should be given equal weight,
T * The weighting of Special Ractors (X) in relation to.these factors,
however’, will have to be determinad by the Chancellor's 0ffice
EOPS staff. .
. B. PFormula _
N (or Need) = (L) (P) (I) '+ (X)
. ‘
K » ‘Therefore, N + X = Need
C. Instructions afd Source of Data .
’ Sélf-explanatory. ’ T . b o
, )

D. Recommendatiéns to Cilifornia Community College Chancellor's Office

We recommend that: ’

\J

N represent 70Z of the total dollar allocation’to College X.




-+ om *

Proposed State Allocation Formula R

As stated earlier, the State Allocation Eormula is composed of two
parts, 1) the cost effectiveness of a given college's program (E), and 2) the
expressed need (N) for the service area of that’'college plus special factors
determined by the EOPS staff (X). . - '

Effectiveness is measured for both first time EOPS students and for con-
tinuing EOPS students by the following: EOPS retention 'versus college re- J
tention rate (Pactors R; and Ry), creaming effect (Factor C), EOPS student
units completed versus all other students (Factors Ul and Uz), goal completion
(Pactor G), and ratio of first time EOPS studhnts to all other EOPS students
(Factors FTR and CtR).

>

d Need is measured for each college by the following the discrepancy
between the potential pool of EOPS students in the college's service area and
_the actual number of EOPS students served (Factor P), the proposed EOPS ser-
vice level (Pactor L), and the cost of living index for the service area of
. the college, (Factor I). .
Special Factors - detetuined by the EOPS staff’ (Pactor X)
In eack of the factors used above, with the exception of Factor P and .
Factor X, the number resulting from the data-entered into the formula was used.

- Therefore, SAP = (E1 + E,) x 302 + (WX) x 702

By = (&) (C) (Uy) (FTR) «

Ez = (Rp) (G) (Uz) (cer) ..
] Y *
' No= (L) Q@M+ @ - - ~
To calculate the State Allocation Formula for each college for*the
following year, data from each college are loaded into the formula,’ from data
available on Forms I, II, and III, and corracted- ap required for Factor P.
LA , . ' - il
f
N }




. Once the SAF is calculated, we recommend the following procedure
for its use:

Step 1° Compute average dollar allocation pe} EOPS student

Divide total EOPS allocation for year by the total number 'of
students all colleges prcpose to serve and determine the
average dollar amount available per student.

Compute average SAF score for state

" Total the SAF scores calculated for each college and divide
by.the number of colleges ort the list to determine the average
SAF score.

*

Compute pcsitive SAF score for eich college

a. Subtract the average SAF score from each individual collegs
SAF score. The resulting number, either positive or negative,
is the deviation from the mean.

. 3

b. Add 1.000 to each of the deviations computed in Step 3(a) to
remove negative numbers. \\

Compute the EOPS “allocation for bollege X for the following year

Multiply number of students to be served at each college by
that college's deviation from the mean score as calculated in
Step 3(b) multiplied by average dollar amount calculated in
Step.l to compute the EOPS allocation for the college for

the following year.

See Appendix D fo‘Sample Calculation of SAF.

«
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. Chapter Five

EOPS Form 3 - Product 1¥ . , ‘ . '
The original Form 3, developed as part of the EOPS Forms Development,

"Project No. 73-101, was designed to transmit institutional dara to the Chae;
cellor's data processing center. Thése data were needed in order to develop the
Cost Analysis figures for each gcollege. As the format for the Cost Analysis
data was altered to,provide more meaningful information, both for the
Chancellor's Office and for the participating colleges, and as the Cost

¢+ Effectiveness formula was developed to use fall, rather than annual, daga,'
it became necessary to revise the original EOPS Form 3.

The additional data required included: . L
* 1. Total number of all day students who completed the fall term at
College X. . -
2. Total number of all day students enrolled at the start of the »

fall term at College X.

.

3. Average number of units completed by all day students for fall
term at College X.

The originals form had also requested the actual a }unts expended from
EOPS grant funds for various program items for the year\ It had been the
intent that the data on FOPS students would be collected at the conclusion
of the grant year. However, ag new grants are allocated during the spring
fo% the followin’year, it was agreed by the committee that:
* -“‘ v %’\
1. The Cost Effectiveness data should be collected by the Chancellor's
Office following the close of the fall term, prior to the awarding
of new grants for the following year.

-

$ 2. At this point in time, it was felt that the budgeted figures

(divided by the number of terms in College X's academic year)
would be a better index than the- expended figures which would
not be available for another,six to eight{ orths.

.
a . . -

-

The revised EOPS Form 3 is presented for rewview on the next pages. (28-29).
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.. "EOPS FORM 3—INSTITUTIONAL DATA
' L FOR FALL 197__ o _
Cotsese Mane ' \ '
Cowtece Aooness _* . _’ ‘ )
Mane ax0 TiTee oF Person. . _ h ¥

SupmTTing THIS FORM

: Prone ' :

Ao Geuemat Coteeer dnn

‘ A

1o TOTAL NWMSER OF ALL GAY STUDENTS ENROLLED AT STARY OF TRE FALL TERW

Z, Torat Numsem OF ALL DAY STUDENTS COMPLETING ™e FALL 1ERM
-

3o -AvERAGE MUMSER OF UNITS COMPLETED BY ALL DAY STUDENTS FOR TRE FALL TERM

-

. . 4 Cuecx one
° ' Agreas
. N ESTIMATE 3
4 40vzn'u. GPA FOR BAY STUDERTS FOR FALL TERM
- (Toral Mumes or Grace Points Earmes Divives sy ToTaL Units Attemeres) -
Be SPECIFIC EDPS BuoaE? DaTA
1. TorsL E0PS ALLOCATION FOR YEAR '
2, Houaty maTe pato Fon EDPS SemviCES .
Tutontat o \
LN . COURSELING-PROFESSIORAL
- Counsetina=Peen ’
Otxen Sexvices : \
3. MMOUNT OF EOPS Funss BUDGETES FOR? ’
Ao PROGRAM MAINTENANCE «  Part A
s, Recaviment Past 8 . e
ce Turomiag “ ParT B
oo Coumsetinc Pant B
PROFESSIORAL '
‘ Pein .
€. Ormuer Senvices ] “ Part B
Fo EOPS Grants Part C ,
~8. EOP3 Work STyDY . Partr C
. L :
- B¢ ColLese Scmgouee .
. ’ Cueox ome -
1. Semeston TERpS g o .
I s ”
2o QuarTEr TIRM
- - r )
, Bate Susmitres
$74<101  (47n acvision) S .
LY ,/ //’ - z
;/// - * -28'-‘
/
{/ = -
~ [




1. Submit.two copies of Form 3 at the time the punch cards C and D are
submitted to the Chancellor's Office for fall, .

2., A1

‘Use the official 4th week fall enroliment data for all day students

Instructions ~ EOPS Form 3

as reported to the State of California, Deparéhent of Finance
(Form CCAF 130). . v '
3. A2, ,Use the official conpietion rate figure used by your college to
. compute the fall semester's withdrawal rate. . ‘
) 4., A3. Use data generated either through regular Data.Processing print-
outs, or ask assistance of registrar for best possible estimate.
- / - A .
5.~ 4A4. Compute the GPA for day students for fall tern'as follols: Total
Kumber of Grade Points Earned Divided by Total Number of Units
. Attempted at Fourth Week o Semeeter.
. )
. 6. Bl. Total EOPS allocation for college for year as stated in official
) letter to President of college from the Chancell or 's Office. °
7. 32. Liet the hourly rate eatabliahed by the college board for each of g
. the services listed. . .
. . &
8. B3. Use the amounts budgeted for the year for each item listed by the LA
college on Form No.”7 and dpproved by the Chancellor's Office. R T
4!
9. Cl. Please check the length ‘of term which applies to your college - 25 ’
& either semester or/ quarter. ey
c2. . R . i ?
— . . .
s : £
. { T
oo e i)
N ?E
r %g
i i
[4 \
,-29- . . N J
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. Appendix A':

. 4 . .
‘ Kl .
s ' ’ [}

Office of the Chancel lor . o Form No. EOP #1 Submit 4 Coples
California Community C'olleqes L FOR OFFICIAL USE ONHLY . .
825 15th Street ~Project No. SP 74 ’ .
Sacramanto, California 95814 _— . . T :

- »

, i . )
APPLICATION FOR AN EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS AMD SERVICES PRO;JECT: >

== —- THREE-YEAR MASTER PLAN (197475, 1975-76, 1976=77)

i. College Name and Address: '

" Columbia Junior Collége and NorCal Research -Group
P. 0. Box 18%9

' Columbia, Californiaz 95310 o . L . %
’ ¢ ' ,‘ ' . *
.2i District Name and Address: °* = . s ~
L Yosenite Junior College Distrlct ' N
S .P. 0. Box 4065 . ,
-m "Modesto,. Calliornia 95352 ) T v
. 3. - Total Budget 'Amounf of the Project 4a, Neme and title of the
~.r from Column 4 of Budget Shedts: ' - contact person at *the
: N . . ) college responsible for -
‘ "Totai Part A $ ‘ ) this'applitation:
| . " Mame Dr. Phtricia C. Hertert
. Total Part B8 § N Title Instruc. Resources Censultant

/ ; S . Phone_(203) 532-3141

Total Part C § . . . . .
h S : 4b, Neme and title of Poc-am S
Grand Total $ 15,000 , Administrator: -
. T : "Name Mrs. Loripe A. Aughlnbaugh '
. *  TitleProject L)*ractor
" Attach Exhibit B, the complete budcet ) Phone (916) 484-83196 "

5. Signa?ure of the Presxdenf of the Board, or his designee:

?

- - .

Name (Type): Dr. J K??th land Superl tendent, Yosemite Junjor College Dist.
Signature: - | 44(//-/]{///&% /éo .

~

L]

J.a. Signature of -the Pre> t of the College: ' _
' Name (Type): arv y . Modw ‘ Lo :
Signature: ""/ L //t"—h-—. i
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DEVELOPMENT OF Pmcanumzs TO IMPLEMENT EOPS COST EFFECTIVENESSPERAHEads?
MODEL AND commuan EVALUATION OF THESE PROCEDURES BY SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES
* DURIHG THE 1974-75 ACADEMIC YEAR

‘

I.. PURPOSE ' ;" N
The* pu¥pose of this project 1s'to continue to develop, refine, and validate the
procedures by which the EOPS cost effectiveness standards model developed in
1973-74 will be implemented. :

\\
sl

11, HISTORX .
A ‘ .
%%Puring the 1973-7& academic’ year, two projects pertaining to data gathering and - N
cost effengiyeness studies pertaining to services for EQOPS students were car- .
. ried out in conjunCtion with the Chancelior's Office._ The first of these projects
entailed the development of program standards against which cost effectiveness
could be meas red. A second study to develop procedyres by which data gathering
could be standardized was also developed. These procedures include the gathering
of cost data concerning the major EOPS program components of tutorial, para- .
professional coufiseling, financial aids, readiness programs, and work study.
During the 1973-74 academic year, data gathering procedures to implement-the cost
effectiveness standards model were developed and tested by 14 comfunity colleges )
" ' located throughout tae state. Current ‘plans call for the utilization of this s
common data gathering format o maintain records for TOPS students enrolled in
cormunity colleges ‘throughout the state. This proce ure will Be implemented
during the 1974-75 acadenic year by ‘the Chancellor's 0ffice in order to implement -
~cost effective standards numbers 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, and 1.10.

W«
A
L

-

Additional procedures need to be developed to implement the total'list :%‘stand—
ards which .were developed in 1973~74. Further refinement of the data gathering
procédures is required. This proposal addresses itself to the continuation of
these activities, -

III. PROBLEM L

S
t

No accurate data has been available to date regarding thé average dollar cost of
providing effgctive agsistance to an EOPS student. The need for this data~h§§
been highlighted by \ , . ) L

o -

1. The Legislative Analyst in his. 1972 Report indicated that the allocaiion pro- !
) cedure used by sthe Board of Governors to colleges on the basis of a formula
does not substantially reward the most cost effective, innovative or produc-

{ ‘tive projects. %

2. The 1972-73 Budget Act (Chapter 156) Item 296 provides $4,850,000 *for Gommunity
College EOPS. Control language for ,this item indicates that the Board of '
Governors shall allocate funds on a priority basis and only to local’ programs

) vhich demonstrate their effectiveness and which have the most pressing need
: for financial aid for students.

.IV. OBJECTIVES \ . .

o
. ~
" 1. To refine and validate the data ‘gathering procedures to implement the following
! cost effectivepess standards o ] . ~
hal *Sta%Lwel (1. 0) oL . » 1 Level (2. 0)
1.2 Develop ‘and implement an applica- 2.2" Develep -and implement an FOPS -

, tion procedure which maximizes the project which maximizes. the

abilLLy of the state to assess the 3 'ability of the college to assess ,

program by cost effectiveness. _32- , the prq*sst\hy cost effectiveness,.

L - Qtl- m

L4 ; « AR
’ TN




1.3 Develép and monitor standards .
»0f cost effectiveness by which
local college programs would, be
assessed. ,

I.4 Gather and analyze comparative
cost dita relative’'to EOPS. pro~
grams and disseminate data to
participant colleges, the Board

¢ of Governors, the-Legislature,
and other intereéteq parties.

1.7 Upon request of individual com-
mpnityhcolleges, provide ori-site

consultants and/or technical as~. -

sistants drawn from state EOPS

staff or field people to assist

‘colleges in

jects in relation to individual
v . community college objectives

and state-wide objectives. Areas

of consultation should 1 de:

a. program development’ ( -3
identification) '

‘b. applicdtion preparation
. ¢. background information
. gathering o
d. assistance in the design of'a
. plan in evaluation
. e, othgr .
1.100 To develop in-service training
activities to foster understand-

ing and skill in'the implementd-
tion of cost.effective procedures.

Four components will be deyeloped'to reach the primary objectives, as

follows: .
$ .

eveloping their pro-

» Appendix A-3
2.3- Provide data to enable monitor-
& ing of cost effectiveness of
2.4 EOPS projects of individual
community colleges.

-

2.7 Request and utilize cdnsultation -
and/or technical assigtance<pf
state EOPS staff and other
qualified comsultants.

-
.
. A

2.10 To provide EOPS staff opportuni-
ties to participate in int
service training activities.

0

a.<>To formulate the‘ranges'of the scope of costs and services from the

data gathered in 1973-74.

¢

£y .

.b. To identify the implicafioné from this experience as they relate to e

the 14 pilot colleges.

c. .To modify the procedures based on the 1973-74 experience fqr the pro-

R cessing of 1974-75 information on 211 colleges.

Y -~

d. To identify the components of a training sessian for consultants to

colleges (specialized consultants ofi~

Chancellor's staff) toward the

goal of develbping.ip—shrvicq training services available to all

~ colleges.

[}
- N

2, To idedtify the common components of e¥tended, opportunity master plﬁnq o

currently in operation at the pilot cdlleges .and develop a framework for
the state-wide master plan ia order to implement cost effectiveness standard

. -33-
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-State Level (1.0) . | - ~

-

1.1 'Develop a state-wide master plan

detailing the need for EOP
programs. Provide from state

data chh district with a profile
of the needs of its population for
use in the development of the col-
lege master plan. Factors will

be identified and weighted to de~
velop need ranking by district or

)

-
- endix A-h
Loba1 TERORE o

2,1 Develop a college master plan °*
» for extended ocpportunity pro-

" grams based on a refinement of
the state prepared need dssess-
ment profile. This master plan
should articulate with state,

-master plan and provide a frame-
work for the incorporation of
EOPS with the total college pro-

college, gram and services. . .
3. To outliné 'Plans for future procedure development to implement the following
. cost effectiveness standards:
° 1.5 Develop a method by which the 2.5 Develop ways and means for
uniqueness of a colleece orogram ' & expanding and/oy improving
can be identified and assesseé 2.6 extended opportunity program
so that innovative approaches services. T «
can be recognized. . -
1.6 , Develop ways in whiéh colleges X
which support the EOPS program ,
with substantial district com- ,
mi€ment evidenced by institution-i ‘
alization of services and ade- ' .
quate finances. faculties, and
staffing&vill be recognized.. , . .
’ : 2.
1.8 To develop a feview procedure 2.8 Develop and utilize+management
- which allows adequate review in tools (such as flow charts, time/
terms of (1) gime, (2) depth, tauk/personnel charts, for =~ __
(3) orientation of revieiers,_ example) to monitor the progress
= and {4) expertise of review ‘ of the project.
tea“q. Al .
1.9 To develop ways by wiich ongoing 2.9 -Prepare information and ma.,terlalc
EOPS programs can be monitored by for the annual assessment to be
" evaluating teams made up.of conducted by, the state EOPS re- '
field peoplerand Chancellor's view team and where feasible,
staff (similar to COPES visita- . implement recommended changes.
tion) who will make periodic visits o
. and assess streugths and weakuesses . )
" and make recommendation. . =
,i’ V.'.. L DULILS

This project will be jointly sponsored by the WorCal Community College Research
Group and Columbia Junxor College. NorCal will be responsible for the implemen— S
tation of project actxv;t::s, to include planning and conducting worksnops, evalu-
ation of field testing of cost cffectiveness procedures, the identification of )
cormonalit ios for master plan, the jidentification of in-service training compon- ’
euts, and the wreparatian of the final report and attendant recommendations for
the Chancéllor's staff. Columbia Juuior College will be responsiple for the.
fiscal auministration of the project. - \ . -
- ! »ff¢ rr
The projcct will be gonducted in full conqultation with the Dean-of Student
Personuol Services, Chdacellor's Chfice. , - . .

l.

o
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-
.

~ The project will be completed by June 30, 1975, and submitted to the Chancel-
lor s Office in the form of a final report. .

-

The ProJect Director will be available to work with advisory committeed which
ass{st the«Chancello; 8 Oftice, upon their request.

The~project will be implemented as follows.

’

a. .Colleges from the foIlowing list will be inv1ted to participate:
¥ )J" , ,

T

= ,American River College
» Butte College,
' Columbia Junior College

", “.-Cosumnes River College

+ . "El-Caminp College . . -

¢ baney College ’ . . X ,
'Los Angeles City College . : ¥
* Orange Coast College T . .
~Sdcramento €ity College . . :
. City College of San Franc1sco
. San Jose City College
i Santa Barbara City Ccllege
» Santa Rosa-Junior College
...+ Shasta College .
- These colleges participated either in the EOPS Special Project 73~101 .
* (forms development), or EOPS Special Project 73—102 (cost effectiveness),
during the 1973-74 yéar,

" A °
“b. Three workshops will be held during the project year, )
1) First workshop = late September or early October, 1974

[ b

" aﬂx‘ﬁeview cost data gathered ‘during 1973~74 - }
A ?
b)- Commence the development of fanges of scope and cost based on
tnat data. . A -

. - -" o -

c? ’Coﬁmenée“the'identifiCagion'of component oarts of college
"+  master plans for extended opportumities. ‘ !

4

o

2) Second workshop - late February, 1975 .

X a) Relate _the first term 1974~ 75 dafa to the ranges developed on ™
1973—74 data, and rodify as necessary.

b) Relate the stated objcctkves of the colleges for 1974-75 to
sthe cost effectiveneso data collected for the first term of

. 9974-75 to de}ernlqe if qualitativn measures -can- beaidenti—

fied. v . L.

<) 'Review the proposed g¢émponents of the extended opportunity master

y/’ﬁfﬁ' , plan and’ forward reconnendations to -the Chancellor's Office.

. . - ot f//l/ .
_y,;krﬁgf”. 3)- Iaird workshop - May, 1975 . /7/ . !

: »"//'
\__‘a) Fihalized procedtreq for the use of all colleges in cost effect-
. 1veness reporting will be fortzarded to the’'Chancellor's Office
based upou the. .1974-75 expg:ienc».wlth the pilot colleges.
¢ . =35~ .
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L v ! : s Appendixi;.‘a. =6

b) Begih preliminary identification of.needed'procedureé to imple-
ment cost effectiveness standards 1.5, 1.6, l 8 and 1.9.

3 ’ N oo -l«, -
V1. PROJECI"DIRECIOR - ® . .

fe ". - . %é -‘;_ A ~' N
The¥Project Director will be responsible to plan and implﬁmeng;all workshop

activities, coordinate “data processing activities, maintéfﬁ the continuing

liaison with the Dean.of Student Persc.nel Services in the Chancellor's Office,

develop interim and final reports, and to identify and recommend additional

activities for fo;yre development. ,The .Project Director will also serve as .

a consultant to dssist tolleges in implementing procedures at the request
of the Chancellor's Office. .

A -
ad

. VII. r:oxgnmc S .

‘Monitoring of the project will be carried on by Dr. Patricia c. Hertert,,
Instructional Resources Consultant of the Yosemite Junior College District, ’
and. the NorCal Steering Committee. , ~

-
-

VIII. DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS - , __— ' B

Copiee of the final report will be distributed to all participant pilot colleges '
and the Chancellor's Office. The fi%al. project report will be made available
to other colleges through the ERIC sg’stem and through the Chancellor's Office.

LA ]




1X. BUDGET Co . ‘ Appendix A-7
. 1. Project Staff o _ R : .
a. Project Director .
. . c . i
.25 man days @ $100 per day i . $ 2,500 .
P : .
b. Consultant ] § .
2 man days @ $100 per day. - . ) $ 200 oy
%° c e ,
¢.. Clerical . : . )
110 hours @ $3.61 per hour . $ 397
’ M 4
2. Pilot Colleges Participation - ' . \
a. 18 participants x 4 workshép days @ $85 per day . $ 6,120ﬁ
rd
. b. Per:diem
"18 participants x not to exceed $70 per diem expenses ] _
for the 3 workshop session. Actual costs, not to exceed - $ 1,260
‘e Workshop_éravel expenses
1) 5 éarticipants from southern California colleges -
estimated @ $150 each- $ 750
o -2) 5 participants from Bay Area and northern border
: colleges: - estimated @ $75 each - $ 375
3) 8 participanty from'the Sacramento area -
est‘uated @ $30 each . $ 400
' ; $ 1,52 ,
M . <
3. Supplics and laterials - estimated @ ‘ - $ 178 . " .
4, Travel for Projgct Staff
Estinated 0 1,000 niled @ 12¢ per mile Co- $ 120
5. Data Processing Costs -
Run of first term data and program corrections, estimated @ $ 1,000. ,
6. Contingency Fee , o *$ 500 ..
7. 8% Indirect Costs $ 1,200
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $15,000 -

Based on classified salary schedule for Yosemite Junior
College District. . L

~37~




Administrative Sub-Committee

*

. The following recommendations for Form 3 are based upon the discussions of
the sub-committee and the committee as a whole: :

1.

2.

’ .
Form 3 should. provide for space to show the data Form 3 is completed.

-

A paragraph sfatement of instructions for completing Form 3 may
be helpful. The statement should be included at the top” of the
form. . .

- - ’

‘Provision should be made for identifying the report period, i.e., -

Fall Semester, 1974; Winter Quarter, 1974. It 'is suggested that
this be item 2 in order to provide immediate recognition of the
period for which the overall withdrawal rate and the overall GPA
are reported. (See item 6 of these recommendations for possible
reordering.) : '

Further consideration of a more specific breakdown or the present
item 6, "Amount of EOPS funds expended for': may be necessary.

Provision should be made for identifying the potential number of
persons within the college seryice area eligible to participate
in the EOPS program. (It is anticipated that the Chancellor's
Office will supply this information to each college district.)-

Following the items seeking information for overall college with-
drawal rate and the overall college GPA (within the semester or
quarter), provision should be made for an it%m to determine the
overall average number of units compléted. -

Recommendation should be made to the Chancellor’'s Office that
no cost effectiveness data be collected or analyzed until all
data on the budget has been turned in, and that this should be
done on an annual, basis. i
Al Silvera, Chairman

Santa Barbara City College

[




. ' Kppendix B-2

Recruitment Sectiqny- Jim Hitchgll, Butte College; Chairmgn

1.

2.

Review of dat; from 197374 - special project’
1.1 Range $12.25 - $43.81
1.2 Mean $28.81
1.3 N - 3 out of 14
EOPS Characteristics

2.1 Units Completed

[ s s

Total units completed does not relate to the semester/quarter
GPA as reported; .
\

~"2.2 New area ' . . ' -

Units completed during time period and the related -GPA

Form Mo. 3 .

e.g. fall Quarter, 1973

—-

Male ‘Female Total

6

9
11.5
15

: .
2.3 All areas reported in percentages in addition to raw figures.

-

.
¢
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Report of the "Tutorial' Committee ’ .. s

Assigned persons: Richard Hernandez - Orange Coast - .
Art Cardoza, American River College .
¢ , Lance Rogers - City College San Prancisco, Chairman e
“ " The Tq;ofial Committee implied throughout its discussion that Tutorial per
se is a misnomer. The report of the "other EOPS Services" committee under- °
scored the need to point out thdt Tutorial includes all the learning resource
opportunities which we should accord to our students (including and especially
our EOPS students). This includes some dimensions of peer counseling, teading,
motivational, study skills library skills, etc.

The committee whole-heartedly endorsed my suggestion that all our statistics
including those fqr Tutorial be produced by the computer program with a per-
centage column for each cé&tegory as well ag the raw data as stated ;in our

' \printout ag distributed today.

- -~

*

The committee unanimously endorsed the concept that all allocations of dollars
and/or hours of work study funds or other resources be allocated taking into
consideration as part of the.allocation formila the pool of persons in the
category involved e.g. - how many EOPS eligible persons should be receiving
déllars tutoring including the above learning skills, special help, etc. in
addition to the number which are being serviced etc.

&

The committee unanimously moved that work study (or other} committee include
provision for a student to be encouraged (as a part of his work study contract) - -
to be tutored.

»

I

Resolved that all students should be tutored in a general Tutorial Center rather

than special EOPS tutorial centers. The recommendation is for a general central,

. tutoring center from which all tutoring and all. tutors ghall eminate. The

costing for each program (say EOPS) will be pulled out'by those in control of

the tutoring program go that EOPS funds will be completely accounted for on a

cost benefit basis. (Number of "EOPS type" persons who benefited from what
anditure ) Rationale... EOPS students should not be igsolated from the

dg&gaq;

The data available to the committee revealed an average cost per student
. as $15, 9% at somewhat less than 50 hours per semester per student. The range
of thiferost - institutions for which data was available revealed a spread
and $34,40., This wide range became more understandable when it be-
came clear that the zero cost occurred when that-district supported the tutorial
effort at the 100X level so not EOPS funds were expended to tutor the EOPS
students at a most satisfactory level. ‘The "high cost" institute supported its ~
tutorial effort at the 502-50% level (EOPS funds ~ District funds). The com- -
mittee recommends tBat the printout of data show the district effort in dollars
at least on Form No. 3 and\probably by function.

The committee recommended that ,in addition to its statistics as reported in
dur sample toddy, that median statistics for each category be reported in
wadditjon to range and average.

The statiséicd that are needed include: number involyed, number saved
* ~40- : .

. ¢ ’ o »: |

;Il

a;'./




- Appendix B-h R

(definition for saved must be clearly delineated as per discussion, GPA -
but in addition change in GPA as per orange card submitted (included units by
_semester and cumulative). ’ :

" Recommend that in "accomplishmedt"” category additional variable must be
identified and then shall be collected so that they are "quantifible" and s0 .
can be'added to our. data bank. - .

For exanplé, "Did student continue” is ot a satisfactory variable unless
computer program looks at whether studenp should continue, has completed -
program, reached educational goal, changed goal, necessity change of institu-
tion. Has persopal problems whether temporarily. Follow-up needed as vell as

status reporting. Accomplishment shall be categorized under before, now, and
follow-up.

“e




1.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

Appendix B-5

Counseling ~ Hapk Walters, Cosumnes River College,;Chairman'

_Reason for reporting - male/female. o L

Better define student objectives at time of entry into EOPS, Would be
easier to evaluate success of student while in program.

Method .of follow-up developed. Follow student aézer withdravn or com-

1Vp1etion of goal or objective., =~ - .

Definition of "saved" ~ how to determine if counseling "saved" the student.

Is cost per student distorted by including costs which should be charged to
district. E.g., peer counselor who may counsel student not an EOPS student .
but his salary would be 1nc1uded in cost of EOPS counzeling program.'.

When cost of counseling program-is shown as 0 should there be 2 note nade
of how that part of the program was funded.

Should percentage be shown of students receiving tutoring, counseling,
etc.? Percentage completing each area.

r
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«Financial Aid Sub~-group LaVerne 'Allen, Clarke Dominguez, . ‘ ‘
Peter Selo, Laney College, Chafirman, .
! .

I3

1. Forms \Data Review . > . . o . .

A. Form 1 and 2 A ‘
1. Pertinent data o 'inancial/ihcome data (29-50) should be
completed by the o¥fice staff not the students. The staff
ghould be familiar with the Needs Analysis and the data used
in 1t0 ~ . a(:/

-

2. 1f students must complete Form 1 then data must be validated '
+ by office staff. : o

- « " .
3. Consider placing instructions on the form rather than on a
geparate sheet., .

z , >,

-

go Data ‘

Y. Basic data is adequate on Forms 1, 2, and 3.

2. "Cheracteristics" should not be analyzed by race as-sug-
gested yesterday but rather by student and/or program
component cost.

II. Suggested Analyseg
- - A. Work Study vs Grants

1. Suggest an analysis of EOPS Work Study student v;}éhose on
’ grants - to study the educational effectiveness of these
two components - e:g. does the work study permit a’greater
. progress or benefit to student than a grant student? Re-
. ' quired for program decision and local resource allocation
as well as state-wide guidelines for use of funds. s

.- 2. Financial Nead Index

a. It is assumed that Financial Need is the rationale ‘for
,» allocating work study grants, and other financial aid.

b. Thus a major task must be to develop a sound index of
financial need to compare the cost effectiveness of the °
total financial aid package.

c. At least two factors should be onsidered in developing
. . the Need Index: L e :

1) Cost of- living index in the area.

i1) A weighted average of the cost of. attending each
college.

¢ « . ' - //”}7 o
e43- . !

14
¥
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d. Procedure for calculating "weighted average"
L 54
1) e;ermine college budget for the following cate-
E?ries .of students

‘ Single Dependent
{’ Single Independent (e.g. include the dependent
{ living away from home)
< Single with Dependents (parent with children
L and determine unit cost for a dependent then .
$ multiply by number of dependents to get gz;a e)
Married with or without dependents

ii) Determine the weighted average by multiplying the
umber of students in each category by the college

-budget for that category. Then divide ,the total
figures by- the student _population at. the. college.

] : iii) ;Ltermide the mean for each college and then find

. tqe;ranges by determining the median of the means.

This will help to set the ranges of need and the re-
éted fiscal expenditures for financial aid.

There will also need to be a determination of colleges by

urban, tural, and semi-urban area. with the characteristics

for theae defined (e.g. cost of 1iving, population den-

sity, occupational/industrial ‘digtribution, etc.)., The

median §f the means should then be compared according to .
_the regfon/area in which the college is located,

§‘

Consider‘the data processing to graph the data on need

rather than simply tabulating it and suggest ranking the

colleges from the highest to the lowest as a means to

study the,feasibility of using this approach as a means
to develpp a reliable need index.

-




L -

\

’ ;9

EOPS Work Study Discussion Group Jack C. Berry, Shasta College, Chairman '

1.

3.

o ' - .;ﬁ Append B8 .

Ll
-
-

iy looking at the data collected for the individual colleges on thesrost
analysis format a range of $105 to $661 was shown for the average student
cost in the work study area. This indicates that the proportion of EOPS
funds used to meet the students estimated financial need through work
study assistance varies gratly among those colleges participating in

the study. .

—— ~—
-
.
-

In order to relate the. use of'EOPS funds and other' forms of financial.
aid to the students financial need estimate for each college - it is
necessary to have each college's need estimate formula. -

To relate the use of EOPS work study funds to the proportion of the ~
students financial need met it is suggested that the changes on the .
"Proposed EOPS.Cost Analysis Format” be considéred for its addition
of the "Total Financial Need Met" category.

‘. )




. ' 'Other

I. Aetivities Chdfacteristically
’ Considered "Other“

\J

» = Health Services .,

© “+_ Child Care Lo

- Instructional to include

‘ new course,, dev. curriculum,
release time, média,

- Consultants (Spec. Educ. Asst. )

- Learning Cénter Modules .. |

- Ethnie Studies, '

= Read Center (Materials - Lab)
- Orie ‘
. — Admis egistration Assistance

- Cultural Awareness

'

/.

%
C .
. il - .'_
—— b
.
- .4
™ g
¥ 3
. w .
/) ’
. »
- 1]
- [
) ’ W
4
Paul. Preising ' -
.Don Richardson . : v
2
- ’
) 4
- *
' . . o}
- / ¢

\ -45a~

"~

II'

SR Anpandix B-9

ot

Recommendations

R - &

% for all breakdown
Request units completed
for the report period be
1. Fall 197X?
2. ' Year fall and spring’
. Compute average GPA ac-
quired during report
p&riod
*Fall 157X?

Fall and spring 197X’
Explofe adaptation of on-ghelf
+ programs already available.

E.G., Stanford,. UC Davis,
ete, -+ . ’
Recommend use of global
"other’ - than detailed
¢ analysis of specific
"other" activities.

rid




. i Appendix ¢
- / ’

’ . Comparative College -ants - Total EOPS Project
: i -
College Actual _ Current Requested |
_ : 1973-74 1974-75 - 1975-76 ’
' Alloca- #  Cost ‘Mloca-. # ‘Cost Alloca- # Cost
. tion per tion per  tion . ?N
ARC 78,138 314 248.84 71,555 250 286.22 124,032 350  -354.37
._Butte '  31,380- 75 418,40 . . ‘ , ‘
Columbia / R ) A
' Cosumnes: 55,964 97 576.94 ‘
Laney 238,184 . 357 667.17 , -
Orange ' CoT . L '
Coast 35,682 ° 106 336.60 140,000° 200" 700.00
Jsan B
Fran- : : o .
cisco 250,308 1,250 - 200.24 L Y
San"Jose 119,099 400 297.72 ‘ - o
Santa ‘ . ‘ “ _
Barbara 45,978 300 153.26 i
Santa \ . c - ) R 4 »
Rosa 37,970 300 126.56 ) s
Shasta -+~ 29,344 ~ 230 127.58 ° " \
~ . - . ) >
Ranghh 126.56. to 667.17 . L
Average” 315.33 . -~
Median . 273,28 . :
~46~ |
’ ' - 56 »
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¢ o T, S . ~ Appendix C-2
i Co;npata'tive ‘College Costg -~ Adninistfati_ve .
College Actual - 1973-74 - - ’ (
, .~ (4 v - . .
~ Adm.. Allocation ° # " Cost per
L . ! -
* ARC . 7,893 . 314 ' ‘ 25.13 '
‘e . { A . i .
Butte . - 330 , 75 4.40
Coluribia ) : ' A
Cosumne - . 955 . 97 . 9.84 ’
. . . § ’
" Laney - - 10,250 b 357 28,71 -
Orange Coast ! - .
San Fradcisco 11,142 " 1,250 . 8.92 ‘
San Jose o T S
Santa Barbara 800 300 2.66 -
. \§anta Rosa ) ) . . . -
Shasta 8,880 - 230 - 38.60,
_Range  2.66 to.38.60 : . -
* Average 16.89 . @
Madian 9.84 .
7 z
. ) p :
- . ”
Sl .
P ‘e '
- 3 -~ “‘.
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" Appendix C-3

"Conpatitive College Costs - Recrﬁitnent

¢ Actual -1973-74

Allocation . | Cost per

»

Orange Cpast -

‘

San Francisco
_ San Jose
'éanta“Barbara

Santa Rosa

,Shasta

6.46 to 44.50
2143
13.33

>




College

ARC.

P
Butte
QOluabia

' Cosunfies
Laney

. Orange Coast

A ]

<

Comparative College Costs - Tutorial

‘ Allocation °

10,357
1,000

4,507
(21,675
46

- San Prancisco 10,412

San Jose

t

*94,099

Sanfa Barbarg 13,400

Santa Rosé

A ]

Shasta

|
Range

Average 54.16
Median . 44.00

2,375
- 2,000

14,59 to 169.78

P

»
Actual 1973-74

g

61
30

- 357

1 .00 . - a0
450 - 23,14 3
‘ 400 . 235.00 *(Imcludes = -
- . counseling,” .
; recruitment,’ .
. tutorial, etec.
not in totals)
¢ N » 4-’ - i 3 2 fe
225 . 59.56 ’
: 115 20,65
137 14,59
@ (7"
ﬁt’ . t
4 , - »
A o . : )
<1
49— L s ST

59

Cost per . -

.;,/\:\
169.78 - iz
33.33 %«

6%.73

6 0 . 7 1 ‘_ ?: ‘};{i%v‘

o —y

P
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AL - : o Appendi%x C-5 %

>

(IR ) ) Cnpiiiativc College Costs - Counseling

. College Alldcation ‘ . ¥ Cost per’ -
mc . 2,910 - 192 . 15.15
Butte © 76,050 B 80.67
" _  Columbia ; ‘
Cosunnes 7,982 7 54.00
. 2 , X .

Laney 21,675 h 357 60.71
6ra.nge Coast’ . ¢
San Prancisco - 47,538 650 72,14
San Jose D . y

\ Sgnta Barbara 2,400 - ¥ 300 . 8.00
Santa Rosa - - 3 ’

« i Shasgta + 'g:: » + 300 - 9-’ . . 18 13'0 SEL 410.06 = . i % s § bes

Range 8.00 to 80.67

Average 42.95

Medfan 56.00 - : : '
1 R
. ) ‘ v
/ . \
' .
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Comparative College Costs : Pinancial Aid

College

ARC

Butte‘ '
Columbia '
_Cosumnes |
Laney

Orange Coast
San ggéncisco
San é%se
Santa Barbara

Santa Rosa

+Shasgta - - ' ®a._ .

Range

Average 283,11
Median 269.44

Allocation

~

56,995
16,200

32,050

- 152,937

11,245

113,451 -

25,000
28,078
35,000
'17,141 e

A

74.95 to 499,00 -

4

187

75

63
307

106
400

52 .

110
225

229

Cost per

304.78
- 216.00

225.00
499.00
336.00
283.64
481.00
255.25
155.55

'178.95
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nd D-

HYPOTHETICAL DATA -OFFERED SO THAT A SAHPLE CALCULATION
MAY BE PERFORMED

To simplify the eelculation let us assume that there are 10 colleges
in the state, and that the total funds available for the program is equal to
approxinately $450, 000. Further agsume that the nunber oé 3tudenta to be
served is 1,500 students, ate;e~wide (that ie in these lO collegea) The
average dollar amount aveilable per student vould thus be $450,000 divided

by l,Sdb or, $300 per student. This then is Stap 1, to compute the average

P

dollar allocation per EOPS student. .

Let us identify the 10 collegea by tg‘\first 10 letters in the

alphabet and aspune the number of studenta in each college that that college

2 proﬁbaea to serve in the following year is as follows:

" College ’ Yumber of EOPS.students
_Identificatdon T Each college propdses to werve'

A 150
B S 100
100
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-

'Steps'z: 3(a) and 3(b) would then proceed as follows:

College =~ SAF ° Average Deviation Add 1.to Modified

Identifi- .  Scores SAF from the each Score

cation Step 2 Scores Mean Step 3 (b) :
Step, 3(a) - N

0.940 0.986 -0,04p 0.954
0.890 0.986 ~0.096 ' 0.904

1.210 .0.986 40.224 ' 1.224

1.000 ~ 0.986 +0.024 . ' 1.024
0.850 0.986 . -0.136 1 6»,8364
0.810  0.986 -0.176 " 0.824
1.120 0.986  +0.13 : C 1.134
0.700  0.986 -0.286 ~ 0.714
1.080 . 0.986 . _ +0.094 . © 1,094
d.250 0.986 +0.264 1.264

—

Sum of SAF )
- scores -— 9.860

Number of
_colleges 10

-

4

' Average of SAF scores = Sum of SAP scores = 9.860 = 0.986
- Number of colleges 10
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Step o,
' Multiple the number 6f stugenés to be served at each college by that
college's deviation from the mean socore adjusted to be a‘posiéive SAF

score as in step é(b), multipliéd by the dollar auoﬁnt calculate& in Step 1,

-
in order to compute the EOPS allocation for each college for the following °
.,:‘r'.x‘year: ’
+“College CHumber of Modified Average EOPS
i Identifi~ - EOPS students Score Doilar Amo allocation
5 . cation each college Step 3 (b) ocation for each
' proposes to ) per EOPS college
L - gerve, Student
g Step 1. ’ Step 1. .
S . _ .
A > 150 ) 0.954 . $300 $ 42,930
B }00 . 0.904 300 27,120
. e . \\
c ; .100 N 1.224 o 300 ?6,720
. / o
© D 300 . 1.024 = 300 192,160
A . .
E 100 0.864 300 25,920
F 300. 0.824 . 300 74,160
G S. 50 1.136 300 17,010
"H 50 0.714 300 : . 10,710
1 50 1,094 300 . 16,410
J 300 ~ 1.264 . 300 113,760 -
. $456,900

=54~




- Y . ‘Appen&ix E ’

EOPS Cost Effectiveness Projecqt - First Workshop
ARC Faculty House ‘ : N

Agenda

October 12 - 10:00 a.na.

1., Introduction of participants from 13 colleges
2. Review of project objectives . .
3. Review of data gathering procedures .

12 -1:30 p.m. lunch break

4. Jerry Stypes - Review of Data Processing Ptocedureﬂ:

5. Review pilot schools cost data gathered during 1973-74

. a. Administrative Part A
. b. Recruitment . Part B . ‘ ’
c. Tutorial’ - - " Ppart B Quartet? . .
d. Counseling Part B ™
e. Other Services Part B ¢ Semester?
f. Financial Aid Part C
N\ g. + Work Study Aid Part €

If you have no other plans, you are invited to join us at .

5:00 p.m. Happy Hour - 5098 Keané Drive, Carmichael
7:00 p.m. 01d Sacranento - China Camp Restaurant '

October 13 - 9: 00 a.m. - . ' T o

6. Each group develop ranges of scope and cost based upon 1973-74 data.
T . Develop tentative cost standards based upon this data.
7. Identification of component parts of college master plans for,extended ’
opportunities. .
8. Cost Analysis Format - presented by Walter Brooks.
9. Discussion of responsibilities of participants prior to second workshop.

a. Make certain that data is being collected d in accordance with 3
Chancellor's diredtives - (Form No. 1 and Form No. 2).

b. Return Comparative Sheet to Director by November 1, 1974,

c. Mark-cards - Cost Effectiveness Project when sonding to Chancellor’'s
Office on December 16, 1974 and March 1, 1975 so wa can ask for
special prihtouts for spring workshop. o .

10. iSet date of next workshop -~ Saturday, March 15 1975.

e

October 12, 1974




1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

‘Requested Cost Effectiveness Formula -

& ¢ . X

. , ‘

2nd EOPS Cost Effectiveness Workshop - ‘“
) March 15, 1975 : L

- 3 Agenda _ ' .
J . ' . .

Report - Current Status of Form No. 1 and No. 2 ﬁata Ralph Matthews-

without data run

L% ” : \ -

Comparative Su-uriea
Discussion ] : _

r . - . . Y

Review Committee Reports ]
piscussion * . - . ' .

Extension of Cost Analysis Format -
+ (Based upon Walter Brooks' suggestion)
Discussion

Recommendations for project completion
Appointment of Foriula Sub-committee
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Appendix E-3

AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE

April 21, 1975

/
A1l EOPS Cost Bffactivanesa Project Participants

Lorine Aughinbaugh, Project‘Director ;j ' _ ,

The final workshop will be held on Saturday, May 10 as scheduled. We
will méet in the Paculty House at 9:30 a.m. and plan to be finished
by 3:00 p.m. Pléase achadule—your flight tinaa accordingly.

The sub-committee has met on three vaekanda since the last general
_workshop and plans to meet again on April 26 for final review and
"edit of the report we plan to present to you May 10.

As the recommendations from the Cost Effectiveness Committee to the -
* Chancellor's staff could affact future allocations to your college,

I feel certain that each of you w111 make every effort to attend the,
May 10 meeting. , .

\

. Agenda - May 10, 1975

" Review of Products II and III as prepared by the Formula Sub-committee.

[ 4

«

Producta II and III were approved unanimoualy by the workshop ,
participants on May 10, -

iy
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List of Sub-committee Meetings

‘ \
Sacramento . ) ~March 22-23, 1975

4

" Solano College . R ) April 12, 1975
Solano College . B ’ ‘- April 19, 1975
-lHost Airport - Sacramento v April. 26-27, 1975

¢

Host Airpost -:Sacramento: June 20-Z1, 1975

L]

BN
UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.
10S ANGELES
SEP 91975

CLEARINGHOUSE FbR
JUNIOR COLLEGE
INFORMATION
rer: e . .




